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Abstract
Previous research has shown there are multiple benefits to overall development
and well-being of an individual when they obtain social belongingness (Begen & TurnerCobb, 2015; Maslow, 1943; Osterman, 2000; Sirgy, 1986). Additionally, social belonging
has been shown to have multiple positive effects in the lives of college students (Pittman
and Richmond, 2008). The main objective of this study was to help determine whether
the satisfaction a college student feels toward the quantity and quality of their social
involvement in campus organizations is a predictor of academic success. Participants
completed measures assessing academic involvement, satisfaction with The University of
Mississippi, quality of campus interpersonal relationships, satisfaction with life, social
involvement, peer attachment, satisfaction with involvement, and demographics. There
was a positive correlation between student involvement and GPA, r = .202, p = .043, n =
101. Academic involvement, satisfaction with college, quality of interpersonal
relationships on campus, satisfaction with life, number of campus organizations, and peer
attachment, significantly predicted that semester’s official GPA, F(9, 98) = 2.510, p =
.013. Furthermore, there is a meaningful difference in students’ satisfaction with their
level of involvement between students who do not have any campus involvement and
students who are involved in just one organization. This research is meaningful because it
shows that getting involved in campus organizations, even in small amounts, can impact
college students’ individual needs and academic success.
key words: success, academic, grade point averages, satisfaction, college,
student, campus
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Introduction
Satisfaction with Campus Involvement and College Student Academic Success
All people have needs that range from simple physiological needs, including food,
water, and shelter, to complicated needs, such as safety, social belonging, and selfactualization (Maslow, 1943). As Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs
illustrates, physiological needs must be met in order for individuals to begin to work on
meeting higher order needs. Due to this hierarchy, in many industrialized countries where
physical needs are readily met, people can also work towards meeting higher order needs
(Sirgy, 1986). As Maslow’s work also indicates, there are psychological needs, including
a sense of social belonging, which must be met before an individual can move on to the
self-fulfillment needs. In the same way that meeting lower level needs make it possible to
advance toward social belonging, achieving social belonging allows the individual to
continue to advance towards the peak of the hierarchy, self-transcendence (Maslow
1943). Thus, with support from the process of advancing through Maslow’s hierarchy of
needs, it can be stated that achieving social belonging is critical for the optimal
development of individuals.
There are multiple benefits that accompany the need for social
belongingness being met (Osterman, 2000). For instance, Begen and Turner-Cobb (2015)
found participants who were included in an inclusion/exclusion task showed lower heart
rates post-task than pre-task while the participants who were excluded demonstrated
increased heart rates post-task. The belonging experience can also lead to an improved
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emotional well-being in participants (Begen & Turner-Cobb, 2015). Additionally,
Walton and Cohen (2011) found in a longitudinal study that an intervention aimed to
increase the strength of students’ sense of social belonging positively impacted the
academic performance, self-reported health, and well-being of African American college
freshman.
The transition to a college or university experience causes a major shift in
community for many students. This transition is also known to be a time of high
stress (Burke, Ruppel, & Dinsmore, 2016) where students may experience an increased
need for affiliation and need for belongingness. This need for belongingness in college
students has been examined in multiple ways. For instance, relationships with peers and
faculty members are positively correlated with students’ perception of their university
belonging (Freeman, Anderman, & Jensen, 2007; Pittman & Richmond, 2007). The
discussion about presence of community amongst college students is crucial due to the
evidence that these affiliations have positive effects on students’ overall well-being.
Pittman & Richmond (2007) found that the presence of a community is positively
correlated with the self-worth of college students. Additionally, college students’ sense of
feeling belongingness towards their specific universities has been explored. For instance,
Pittman and Richmond (2008) demonstrated positive effects of presence of community
on students’ feelings of fitting in and social acceptance, and the quality of interpersonal
relationships. Additionally, there have been positive relationships shown between
achieving the need for belongingness and (a) an internal sense of control, (b) presence of
self-esteem, (c) coping abilities, and (d) assertiveness, and a negative correlation with
symptoms of depression (Holmes, 1991).
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Research on college student involvement has been done through two lenses,
academically and socially. Research using the academic lens has found a positive
correlation between time devoted to academic experience and (a) learning and growth in
college (Astin, 1999), (b) critical thinking ability, amount of information actually learned,
and writing ability (Pace, 1990), and (c) grades (Pace, 1990). Twale and Sanders (1999)
also reported that critical thinking ability was connected to students’ interactions with
their peers outside of the classroom. Academic involvement has been empirically shown
to predict intellectual development (Chi, Liu, & Bai, 2016). Interpersonal relationships
with peers and faculty that give college students a sense of social belonging have been
empirically shown to be predictors of the students’ belief in their ability to succeed in
class and perceptions of the value in classroom tasks (Freeman et al., 2007). In a metaanalysis review of twenty years of research before the 1990’s, Pascarella and Terenzini
associated extracurricular involvement with (a) grades, (b) retention, and (c) percent of
graduates (as cited in Wolf-Wendel, Ward & Kinzie, 2009). Thus, for college students it
is reasonable to believe that student success in higher education may be partially
contingent on the quantity and quality of community that they experience during
college.
The present study’s objective is to extend the available research on student’s
social involvement during their college years. Research on college students who
are involved in social life, such as extra-curricular activities on campus, have
demonstrated that this type of involvement meets the need for affiliation and
connectedness, as well as aspects of well-being and achievement during the college years
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Moore, Lovell, McGann & Wyrick, 1998). Finding and

4
building relationships with peers and faculty members is an important indicator for
whether or not an individual student has met their needs for belonging through campus
involvement (Abrahamowicz, 1988; Cooper, Healy, & Simpson, 1994; Hurtado & Carter,
1997). Research has shown that affiliation and community, fulfilled through the means of
campus involvement, increases the likelihood of students doing well academically
(Abrahamowicz, 1988; Hawkins, 2010; Huang & Chang, 2004; Pittman & Richmond,
2007; Tinto, 1987). Furthermore, this relationship between campus involvement and
academic success has been found specifically regarding student involvement with Greek
organizations (e.g., DeBard & Sacks, 2011; Gellin, 2003; Pike, 2000). Studies comparing
students who are involved in sororities or fraternities while in college to those who are
not involved in Greek life have found that those involved in Greek life not only have
higher levels of academic and social involvement, but also have higher general learning
abilities, cognitive abilities, and overall GPAs compared with nonmembers (DeBard &
Sacks, 2011; Gellin, 2003; Pike, 2000). Research focused on social involvement and
GPAs in college students demonstrates that more involvement in a community,
like attending co-curricular events and belonging to student organizations, is predictive of
higher GPA (Bergen-Cico & Viscomi, 2012; Holmes, 1991; Shaulskiy, 2016). Thus, it is
reasonable to conclude that once the need for community, or students’ tendencies to be
socially involved, is met, it has a significant relationship with academic success.
As students are generally the controllers of their levels of involvement (WolfWendel et al., 2009) researchers have sought to determine if there is an issue of overinvolvement and those effects on GPA. Hartnett (1965) demonstrated that too much
involvement of students is associated with decreased academic performance. This idea of
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over-involvement comes from the viewpoint that student organizations require time that
is important for students to devote elsewhere (Haung & Chang, 2004; Mehus, 1932).
Hawkins (2010) proposed that there was an optimal amount of involvement but did not
find a strong relationship between the amount of co-curricular activities students were
involved in and their GPA. The relationship found was a weak negative correlation,
which, according to the study, could be a result of students achieving their own optimal
level of involvement with fewer organizations than others, or organizations requiring
different amounts of time commitment (Hawkins, 2010).
It is reasonable to assume that there may be a construct that mediates the
relationship between the actual level of student involvement and GPAs, such as
individuals’ satisfaction with their level of involvement. It is possible, based on the
previously discussed research, that if students do not feel satisfaction from their social
involvement, they have not achieved the need for social belongingness. Thus, this study
sets out to examine whether individual satisfaction related to achieving personal levels of
optimal involvement, is a predictor of the relationship between campus social
involvement and academic performance. This study proposes that the satisfaction found
within, and because of, campus involvement is an independent contributor to this
relationship. In available research on the construct of satisfaction, there are two types of
satisfaction with college that have been correlated with student
involvement (Abrahamowicz, 1988). Students who participate in social groups on
campus have shown that being connected to their peers, which
includes identifying satisfaction with their peer relationships, and their campus is
positively related to being satisfied with their university (Branand, Mashek, Wray-Lake,
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& Coffey, 2015; Braxton, Jones, Hirschy, & Hartley, 2008). However, there is a gap in
the research on satisfaction concerning communities students may become a part of
during their college years. Specifically, to our knowledge, existing research has not
examined the correlation between the satisfaction felt from aspects of social involvement
and individuals’ GPAs. Important aspects of a student’s social involvement include (a)
associated interpersonal relationships, (b) amount of time spent away from school work,
(c) general life satisfaction, and (d) satisfaction with their university choice
(Abrahamowicz 1988; Branand et al., 2015; Braxton et al, 2008; Haung & Chang, 2004;
Mehus, 1932; Pittman and Richmond, 2008; Shaulskiy, 2016). While Debard and Sacks
(2011) examined involvement in Greek life and GPA, they did not examine satisfaction
and the study was limited to just Greek life involvement. As noted above, satisfaction
with university choice has been studied, however the missing element of this research is
the relation to academic performance (Branand et al., 2015; Braxton et al., 2008).
Thus, the present research is concerned with three primary questions. First, is
student satisfaction with their level of involvement a predictor of GPA? Second, what is
the relationship between the actual level of individual students’ involvement and whether
students find themselves satisfied with that community aspect of their college life?
Finally, what is the relationship between students’ reported involvement and GPA? With
the available research on involvement, GPA, and the idea that it is possible for students to
be over- or under-involved in their campus life, this study looks to determine whether
there is an area where these constructs intersect that is optimal for college student life.
Thus, the hypotheses for the present study are (a) student satisfaction with their level of
involvement is positively correlated with GPA, (b) there is a curvilinear relationship
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between the number of campus organizations students are involved in and satisfaction
with the level of involvement, (c) there is a negative relationship between level of
involvement and GPA, and (d) satisfaction uniquely predicts GPA, over and above
academic involvement, satisfaction with college, quality of interpersonal relationships on
campus, satisfaction with life, the number of campus organizations students are involved
in, and peer attachment.
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Method
Participants
Participants were solicited through The University of Mississippi’s SONA system
for a total of 121 participants. Participants were given course credit for participation in
the study. One participant was removed because they only completed 15% of the survey,
leaving 120 participants. Of the 120 participants, 78.7% passed the first attention check,
and 88.7% passed the second attention check. 12 participants did not pass either and
therefore were removed from further analysis. Demographics were run for the 108
participants that were included in the analysis. Participant age ranged from 18 to 42 (Mage
= 18.94, SD = 2.44). The majority of participants were female (70.4%, n = 76) freshmen
(70.4%, n = 76), in their first semester (70.4% n = 76), and Caucasian (82.4%, n = 89).
The number of credit hours the students were enrolled in ranged from 4 to 18 (Mcredits =
15.19, SD = 1.92). The majority of participants (75%, n = 81) lived on campus and 94.4%
(n = 102) started college at The University of Mississippi. See Table 1 for additional
demographics.
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Table 1
Demographics
Variable

n

%

Freshmen

76

70.4

Sophomore

21

19.4

Junior

6

5.6

Senior

5

4.6

1

9.0

11

10.2

Caucasian

89

82.4

Latin or Hispanic

4

3.7

Middle Eastern

1

9.0

Biracial

2

1.9

Mostly A's

27

25.0

Mostly A- to B+

36

33.3

Mostly B's

12

11.1

Mostly B- to C+

14

13.0

Mostly C or lower

3

2.8

16

14.8

Yes

17

15.7

No

91

84.3

Classification

Racial/Ethnic Identification
Asian or Pacific Islander
Black or African
American

Average Grades

First semester at the
institution
Have Job

M = 15.19
Hours for schoolwork outside of classroom

SD = 1.92
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Measures
Academic Involvement. To evaluate students’ current academic involvement, 40
questions from the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ; Pace, 1990) were
used. Items are scored from 0 (never) to 4 (very often). Factor scores are created by
summing the relevant items. Therefore, the Library factor score ranged from 4 to 16, the
Computer and Information Technology factor score ranged from 9 to 36, the Course
Learning factor score ranged from 11 to 44, the Writing Experiences factor scores range
from 7 to 28, and the Experiences with Faculty factor scores range from 4 to 40. The
CSEQ has been shown to be reliable and valid (Gonyea, Kish, Kuh, Muthiah, & Thomas,
2003).
Satisfaction with The University of Mississippi. To evaluate students’
satisfaction with college, two questions from the CSEQ were used. The first question,
“How well do you like college?” was scored from 1 (I am enthusiastic about it) to 4 (I
don’t like it). The second question, “If you could start over again, would you go to the
same institution you are now attending?” was scored from 1 (Yes, definitely) to 4
(Definitely not) (Pace 17). The sum scores were reverse scored to show that higher scores
indicated higher satisfaction for a range of 2 to 8. The CSEQ has been shown to be
reliable and valid (Gonyea et al., 2003).
Quality of Campus Interpersonal Relationships. To evaluate students’
interpersonal relationships, three questions were used from the CSEQ that measured the
student’s perceptions of relationships with other students, administrative personnel and
offices, and faculty members. All three questions were on a seven-point Likert scale with
one end having positive words or phrases, and the other having negative. The original
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scale is scored from 1 (most positive) to 7 (most negative) (Gonyea et al., 2003). The sum
score was reverse scored so that higher scores indicated more positive responses. The
CSEQ has been shown to be reliable and valid (Gonyea et al., 2003).
Satisfaction with Life. To evaluate students’ satisfaction with life, the
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) was
used. The scale is scored from 7 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). The scores for
each item are then summed. The scale is scored from 5 (most dissatisfied) to 35 (most
satisfied). The SLWS has been shown to be reliable and valid (Diener et al, 1985).
Number of Campus Organizations. To evaluate students’ level of involvement
in campus organizations, students were asked what organizations on campus they were
involved in. Six questions followed a yes or no format, for example whether they were a
student-athlete. They were then given a list of 13 different types of organizations and
were asked how many groups they participated in within that type. Then all responses
were summed to create a total number of campus organizations they were involved in.
The list of organizations was taken from The University of Mississippi’s list of
organizations on The Forum (The Forum, n.d.).
Peer Attachment. To evaluate the quality of students’ interpersonal relationships
with their peers, all 25 peer questions from the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment
(IPPA; Armsden & Greenberg, 1987) were used. Items were scored from 1 (almost never
or never true) to 5 (almost always or always true). The scores for each item are summed
with item number 5 being reverse scored. The range of scores for the IPPA is thus 25 125. The IPPA has been shown to be reliable and valid (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987).
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Satisfaction with Involvement. To evaluate students’ satisfaction with their
involvement, participants answered how well they like the organization(s) they are
currently involved in. This question was scored from 1 (Like a great deal) to 7 (Dislike a
great deal), and 8 (I am not involved in any organizations). These scores were reversed
scored so that higher scores indicated higher satisfaction.
Demographics. To measure participant demographics, 22 questions were asked.
The questions included general demographics (e.g., age, sex, and racial or ethnic
classification). Questions related to the university (e.g., their living situation), questions
related to students’ coursework (e.g., typical grades and credit hours), and questions
related to time commitments (e.g., hours spend on schoolwork, and jobs) were also
included.
Pass Attention Check. The survey contained two “attention check” questions in
the first and last sections of the survey. For example, the first attention check was, “On
average, how many hours per week would you say that you spend preparing for meetings
for organizational meetings? Please do not answer this question honestly, please type 200
to show you are paying attention.” Values of 200 were coded as 1 (passed) and all other
values were coded as “0 (did not pass).
Procedure
Participants signed up for a 30-minute time slot through the University of
Mississippi’s SONA system. Students came into a computer lab at the time they signed
up for, signed in and showed their student ID so that their student ID number could be
verified. They were given a Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) release
form to complete and were told how to sign into the Qualtrics survey on the computer.
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All participants were asked to read the information sheet on Qualtrics and were given an
opportunity to ask questions. After all questions were addressed, participants were given
the opportunity to either click the "Yes, I am at least 18 years old and I consent to
participate." option on the survey or the "No, I do not consent to participate" option.
Upon consenting, participants were asked to sign a FERPA release to allow researchers
access to their Fall 2018 semester GPA. They then completed the Qualtrics survey.
Participants were asked to sit and wait until the 30 minutes were done so that they did not
distract other participants and to discourage rushing through the questions. Students were
given course credit for their participation.
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Results
Preliminary Analyses
Prior to analyses all major study variables were examined for outliers and
assumptions of normality. Descriptive statistics for major study variables can be found in
Table 2. Four participants were three or more standard deviations above the mean for the
total number of organizations that they were involved in and three participants were three
or more standard deviations above the mean for the average number of hours that they
spent each week for their campus involvement. Therefore, analyses were run with and
without these participants. Results are reported without the participants because the
direction of the results did not change when these participants were included.
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Table 2
Major Study Variables
Variable

M

SD

Range

GPA

3.16

0.76

.5 – 4.0

Number of Campus Organizations

2.66

2.66

.0 – 15.0

Satisfaction with Involvement

6.31

2.58

1.0 – 8.0

Satisfaction with Life

25.62

6.62

5.0 – 35.0

Quality of Relationships

15.79

4.58

3.0 – 21.0
47.0 –

Academic Involvement
Satisfaction with College

105.12

22.05

146.0

6.81

1.31

2.0 – 8.0
52.0 –

Peer Attachment

88.70

10.94

105.0
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Analyses
To assess the first hypothesis that student satisfaction with their level of
involvement will be positively correlated with GPA, a Pearson correlation was computed
between student satisfaction and GPA. As hypothesized, there was a positive correlation
between the two variables, r = .202, p = .043, n = 101.
To assess the second hypothesis, that there is a curvilinear relationship between
the number of campus organizations students were involved in and satisfaction with the
level of involvement, first a scatterplot of the relationship between the two variables was
examined. The scatterplot did not show a clear relationship so curve estimation using
linear and quadratic regression models was computed with and without the outliers. The
linear regression model was statistically significant, R2 = .294, F(1, 99) = 41.3, p = .000.
The quadratic regression model was statistically significant, R2 = .496, F(2, 98) = 48.2, p
= .000. Given the unclear results regarding the relationship between the two variables,
exploratory analyses were conducted. First, four groups were created based on the
participants’ total number of organizations they were involved in: groups were comprised
of students in no organizations, students involved in 1 organization, students in 2 to 3
organizations, and students in four or more organizations. Groups were analyzed for
significant differences on demographics and no significant differences were found1. Next,
a one-way ANOVA was computed to determine if the groups varied on satisfaction with
their level of involvement. The groups were statistically significant, F(2, 105) = 16.426, p
1

Analyses of variance were run between the four groups for age, classification, number of semesters at the
university, grades, number of credit hours, and number of hours spent outside of the classroom for course
work. The only significant difference found between the groups was on number of hours spent outside of
the classroom for course work. Post-hoc analysis indicates that students involved in three or more
organizations are spending significantly more time than students who are not involved. Chi Square tests for
sex, marital status, transfer students, living situation, and computer access were run also with no significant
differences found.
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= .000. Tukey HSD and Scheffe Post hoc tests found that non-involved students are
significantly less satisfied than students involved in one or more organizations at p =
.000. Finally, non-involved students were filtered out so that the correlation between
number of campus organizations and satisfaction with the level of involvement could be
re-run. There was no significant correlation between the two variables when examining
students who were involved in one or more organization, r = .091, p = .394, n = 90. The
second hypothesis was therefore not supported.
To assess the third hypothesis, that there is a negative relationship between level
of involvement and GPA, a correlation was computed utilizing all participants. There was
no significant correlation between level of involvement and GPA with outlier cases, r =
.089, p = .362, n = 108, nor without outlier cases, r = .122, p = .217, n = 104. Therefore,
the third hypothesis was not supported.
To assess the fourth hypothesis, that satisfaction uniquely predicts GPA, over and
above academic involvement, satisfaction with college, quality of interpersonal
relationships on campus, satisfaction with life, number of campus organizations, and peer
attachment, a multilinear regression was computed. Although this model significantly
predicted GPA, F(9, 98) = 2.510, p = .013, adding the satisfaction with involvement did
not add significant predictive value, R2 Change = .015, F(1, 98) = 1.817, p = .181. The
fourth hypothesis was therefore not supported.
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Discussion
The first hypothesis, that student satisfaction with their level of involvement will
be positively correlated with GPA, was supported. This is consistent with previous
literature as research has shown that campus involvement increases the likelihood of
students doing well academically (Abrahamowicz, 1988; Hawkins, 2010; Huang &
Chang, 2004; Pittman & Richmond, 2007; Tinto, 1987). Perhaps attending the activities
that come along with being socially involved on campus, such as attending group
meetings and the events that the organization puts on, leads to the satisfaction felt by the
student. This is additionally consistent with the findings that more involvement in a
community through attending co-curricular activities is associated with higher GPAs
(Bergen-Cico & Viscomi, 2012; Holmes, 1991; Shaulskiy, 2016).
Although the second hypothesis, that there would be a curvilinear relationship
between number of campus organizations and satisfaction with the level of involvement,
was ultimately not supported, the study indicated that students can still feel satisfaction
with low levels of involvement. Schachter’s (1959) early research on anxiety and
affiliation may help explain this as his research continues to prove to have substantial
findings with more recent studies, transcending the applications of the original situational
context. Recent studies demonstrate the importance of belongingness to the individual as
they experience affiliation and social connection (Deters & Mehl, 2012; Greenwood,
Perrin & Duggan, 2016). However, due to the recent dates of these studies, belongingness
has been attained through relationship and commonality pertaining to the use of social

19
media platforms. As of 2016, 68% of Americans use Facebook, 28% use
Instagram, and 21% use Twitter (Greenwood et al., 2016). These large numbers of
individuals involved in communication using social media suggest that experiencing even
just the implied presence of others is of value to the individual. Research has also shown
that the use of social media affects the well-being of individuals who use it. For instance,
participants who reported that they posted more status updates on their social media sites
also reported decreased feelings of loneliness (Deters & Mehl, 2012). The value of
implied presence and decreased feelings of loneliness suggests that these individuals are
attaining social belongingness. There are other measures for social belonging, such as
relationships with peers and faculty members, which are positively correlated with
students’ perception of their university belonging (Freeman et al., 2007; Pittman &
Richmond, 2007; Pittman & Richmond, 2008). If students identified positive peer
relationships that were outside of any campus organization they belonged to, this could
account for some of the satisfaction that is had with lower levels of involvement. In other
words, students may not be seeking additional campus organizations to be involved in
because they have already achieved the need for social belonging in other ways. With the
meaningful difference between students who were involved in zero campus organizations
and students who were involved in just one organization the study results can be
understood using Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy. Perhaps psychological needs, including a
sense of social belonging as said in Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy, are achieved according to
individual differences. So, what may be a satisfactory level of social involvement for one
individual may not be the same for another. It is possible that those who were not
involved at all lacked satisfaction because they had not yet achieved the psychological
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needs level of Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy, removing the possibility for them to meet the
need for social belongingness.
The third hypothesis, that there is a negative relationship between level of
involvement and GPA, was not supported. This finding is inconsistent with Hawkins
(2010), who found a weak negative correlation. However, due the findings from the
second hypothesis, the results of this study may be consistent with Hawkins’ reasoning;
students are achieving their own optimal level of involvement due to different
characteristics of the organizations, like time commitment (Hawkins, 2010).
The fourth hypothesis, that satisfaction will uniquely predict GPA, over and
above academic involvement, satisfaction with college, quality of interpersonal
relationships on campus, satisfaction with life, number of campus organizations, and peer
attachment, was not supported. Measures of students’ satisfaction with their involvement,
quality of peer relationships, satisfaction with life, academic success, and satisfaction
with college significantly predicted GPA outcome for students. However, satisfaction
with involvement did not add unique predictive value. The other predictive elements
were consistent with literature, such as academic involvement and presence of
interpersonal relationships being predictors of academic success (Wolf-Wendel et al.,
2009). The satisfaction with college predictor also is consistent with previous literature as
research has already shown that students who feel connected to their peers also feel a
satisfaction towards their choice of university (Abrahamowicz, 1988).
There were multiple strengths of this study. First, the university in this study has
identified a very large number of areas of campus involvement. At the campus in this
study, the availability for students to achieve community through social involvement is
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evident, due to over 350 organizations being recognized by the campus (“The Forum,”
n.d.). There were also a variety of participants from all classifications, ages, and
demographics thus, the findings are generalizable to similarly diverse university
populations. A final strength was the GPA utilized was obtained from the Registrar’s
office. Using official GPA is a strength because it is exact and verified by Registrar’s
office, which allows the analysis to be more accurate. Including just the fall semester is
beneficial to the study because all students’ GPAs, regardless of classification, were
being measured using the same number of semesters. During the first month of school
The University of Mississippi holds their Month of Welcome, which is a month of events
including a Get Involved Fair showcasing many possible organizations students can get
involved in.
There are several limitations that should be kept in mind when evaluating the
results of the study. First, the results are based primarily on participants’ self-report. A
weakness in the analysis of the fourth hypothesis may be that there were too many
predictive variables in the model. This could have made it almost impossible for
satisfaction to be significant in the model without being extremely strong. Another
weakness of the study could be that the nature of the questions limited what could be
measured during analysis. For example, when looking at the quality of peer relationships,
the study did not ask specially about the peer relationships within the individual’s
organizations. This may be a factor that would cause significant difference in how
satisfied a student feels, especially if joining an organization for peer relationships was a
primary motivation. Finally, given that some freshmen participants took the survey in the
beginning of their first fall semester in college, they may not have had adequate time to
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become as involved as they could have been. This may have affected the study as a
majority of the participants were first-semester freshmen.
Future researchers interested in this subject area should continue to study the lives
of college students in order to make additional progress of improving their environments
for optimal functioning. As previously said, first-semester freshman could impact the
results of this type of research, so future researchers may want to either include more than
one semester in analysis or limit the study to classifications beyond first-semester
freshmen. One area this research should focus on is the construct of satisfaction in order
to fill in the gaps that are currently present in the available literature on college students’
campus involvement and their academic success. The construct of satisfaction is
complicated and cannot simply be researched or explained by one study. Further research
should include questions to gauge additional possible factors of satisfaction with
involvement. Future studies should attempt to have a larger participant sample in order
to further increase the representativeness of the study. In this study there were outliers
(i.e. students who reported being involved in 15 organizations and/or spending 60 hours a
week devoted to their organizations) such that, if future studies were to find a larger
group of individuals involved at this level, research could be conducted to examine if
there are negative impacts that this level of social involvement has on college students.
Studies focusing on additional types of college student satisfaction that could possibly
affect their academic success, optimal development, and their overall well-being would
further develop psychological research. In addition to the type of satisfaction, researching
the factors that are most likely predictors of these types of satisfaction, would benefit this
field. It would also be beneficial for future research to examine satisfaction in other areas,
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such as the work environment, marriages, and self-perceptions, in order to understand
and aid people with living optimally.
In conclusion, this study found that students’ satisfaction with their involvement
on campus is important in their academic success. Due to people’s hierarchy of needs
(Maslow, 1943), it is important for college students to be involved so that they find
satisfaction in their belonging. This satisfaction allows for students to have an optimal
experience and will likely translate into higher academic achievement. The results of this
study may be useful for universities too as they work to help their students improve their
lifestyle while in college. Universities can promote healthy living by showing their
students the benefits of being involved in campus activities that they find satisfying, and
by including a wide variety of organizations that pertain to different interests,
personalities, and backgrounds. Universities can also promote healthy living by making
students aware of the importance of becoming involved on their campuses and the
positive effects that even a small amount of involvement can have on their academic
performance.
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